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with disabilities, the elderly, non- 
English speakers, children, the poor, 
and the homeless. We understand that 
there is often significant overlap be-
tween at-risk groups. Individuals who 
are homeless, for example, are also 
poor and often disabled. 

Senators COCHRAN, OBAMA, KOHL, and 
LANDRIEU and I also believe that a new 
director of At-Risk Individuals will 
also be a great resource to States, 
which will now have to incorporate the 
needs of at-risk individuals into dis-
aster plans as a condition of receiving 
Federal disaster preparedness funding. 
The process by which the needs of at- 
risk individuals are incorporated into 
State, let alone Federal disaster plans 
is not obvious and will require both ac-
cumulation and dissemination of ex-
pertise. The committee envisions the 
Office of At-Risk Individuals as an 
ideal repository and resource for infor-
mation in this regard. This informa-
tion can be gathered from entities al-
ready doing excellent work in the field. 
Within HHS, this includes the Adminis-
tration on Aging, the Office on Dis-
ability, and Administration on Devel-
opmental Disabilities. Within DHS, 
this includes the Office for Civil Rights 
and Civil Liberties, the Preparedness 
Directorate, and the Interagency Co-
ordinating Council on Emergency Pre-
paredness and Individuals with Disabil-
ities. Within the community, this in-
cludes organizations like C.A.R.D. in 
California and the Kellogg Founda-
tion’s Redefining Readiness Projects. 
Within Academia, this includes work 
done by the Center for Civilian Bio-
defense Studies in Maryland and the 
New York Academy of Medicine. Na-
tionally, this includes the National Or-
ganization on Disability’s Emergency 
Preparedness, Initiative, the Center for 
Disability and Special Needs Prepared-
ness, and the American Academy of Pe-
diatrics. 

Finally, Senators COCHRAN, OBAMA, 
KOHL, and LANDRIEU and I believe that 
a new Director of At-Risk Individuals 
can be an important source of funding 
and support for a community engage-
ment process focused on organizing or-
dinary citizens to prepare and to re-
spond to public health emergencies. 
The public is not a passive entity and 
must be viewed as a valuable partner in 
disaster planning and response. Com-
munities are better able, for example, 
to identify the location of their special 
needs populations, to communicate 
with them, and to intervene in ways 
that are consistent with the reality of 
people’s lives. In addition, during disas-
ters, the governmental response is 
often delayed, and people must be able 
to protect themselves why they wait 
for help. Last of all, community-de-
rived public health emergency plans 
must be coordinated with local, State 
and Federal disaster plans and the new 
Office of At-Risk Individuals can fund 
opportunities to bring all key stake-
holders together. 

The AARP, the American Red Cross, 
United Cerebral Palsy, and the Amer-

ican Academy of Pediatrics have all 
endorsed this important amendment. 
These are groups that most would 
agree know much about at-risk individ-
uals, disaster preparedness and re-
sponse. 

In short, the process of addressing 
the needs of at-risk individuals during 
public health emergencies is a nec-
essary and immense task that must be 
overseen. A new Director of At-Risk In-
dividuals with a budget of up to $5 mil-
lion as specified in S. 3678 will provide 
the focus, expertise, personnel, and in-
stitutional memory to assure that the 
at-risk language in S. 3678 is followed 
and that the Government, in planning 
for and responding to emergencies, 
keeps the needs of all Americans, front 
and center. 

I thank Senators BURR and KENNEDY 
again for writing and passing S. 3678 
and being open to the Lieberman-Coch-
ran language. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MAJOR STEPHEN G. 
PURDY 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to recognize Major Stephen G. Purdy, 
Jr., of the U.S. Air Force for the out-
standing contributions he rendered this 
year while serving as a legislative fel-
low on my staff. Stephen will soon 
complete his Capitol Hill fellowship, 
and it is my hope that he has benefited 
as much from this experience as I have 
benefited from having him on my staff. 

In the course of Stephen’s military 
career, he has served rotations in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense for 
Nuclear Matters and the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
for Acquisitions, Space and Nuclear 
Programs. While working at the Space 
and Missile Systems Center, Stephen 
was the Atlas V Program chief engi-
neer. Additionally, Stephen has served 
as the Joint Counterair Acquisition 
Manager at the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisi-
tions, Global Power Directorate. Fi-
nally, before joining my office Stephen 
was posted to the Secretary of the Air 
Force Office of Legislative Liaison. 

To my great benefit, Stephen joined 
my office in a year when the Air Force 
was searching for a new mission for 
Cannon Air Force base in New Mexico. 
Cannon was originally targeted for clo-
sure on the Department of Defense’s, 
DOD, Base Closure and Realignment, 
BRAC, list. However, the BRAC Com-
mission ultimately found that the DOD 
‘‘substantially deviated’’ on several 
BRAC selection criteria and required 
that DOD shall seek a new mission for 
Cannon. Stephen’s experience proved 
critical in our successful efforts to se-
cure a new mission for Cannon. I have 
no doubt that his tireless work and 
dedication were important to the Air 
Force’s decision to relocate the Air 
Force Special Operation Command’s 
16th Special Operations Wing to Can-
non, which has ensured that Cannon 
will continue to play an important role 
in securing our Nation. 

I must also thank Stephen’s family 
for enduring his many late nights at 
work. So to Wendy, Stephen’s wife, and 
the Purdy children, Taylor and Holly, I 
say thank you. And without question, 
you can be extremely proud of Ste-
phen’s dedication to our country. 

Finally, Mr. President, I give my 
heartfelt thanks to Stephen for his 
service. His can-do attitude and tire-
less work ethic were infectious. His 
willingness to tackle issues which were 
new to him and to embrace the goals 
I’ve set for my staff on behalf of both 
the men and women of the Armed 
Forces and the citizens of New Mexico 
were truly commendable. I have no 
doubt that as Stephen continues his 
military career he will achieve great 
things for both the U.S. Air Force and 
his country, and I wish him the very 
best of luck in all his future endeavors. 

f 

AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION 
2006 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate briefly turned to H.R. 
5384, the Agriculture Appropriations 
Bill for fiscal year 2007. This bill appro-
priates about $98 billion in spending, an 
amount that is approximately $4.9 bil-
lion over the administration’s budget 
request, and $4.7 billion more than the 
House-passed bill. Although we were 
unable to complete work on H.R. 5384, 
I want to explain my objections to the 
passage of this bill in its current form. 

I believe that some Federal involve-
ment is necessary to assist low-income 
families under the food stamp program, 
and that we should ensure that our 
farmers stay out of the red, and to this 
end, many of the programs under the 
Agriculture Department are worth-
while and I support their funding. I 
know that many of my colleagues have 
spoken before the Senate about the 
economic struggles of America’s farm-
ers. But as Congress looks ahead to-
ward legislating a new farm bill in the 
near future, next year in fact, we once 
again conform to the practice of di-
verting taxpayer dollars into an array 
of special interest pork projects which 
have not been authorized or requested 
by the Administration. 

Let’s take a look at some of the ear-
marks that are in this bill and accom-
panying report: 

$3.5 million for fruit fly control in 
Texas, which was not in the adminis-
tration’s budget request. 

$400,000 for codling moth research in 
Kerneysville, WVA, which was not in 
the administration’s budget request. 

$200,000 for research into the genetic 
enhancement of barley in Aberdeen, ID, 
which was not in the administration’s 
budget request. 

$300,000 for grass research in Burns, 
OR which was not in the administra-
tion’s budget request. 

$750,000 to the Denali Commission to 
improve solid waste disposal sites in 
Alaska, which was not in the adminis-
tration’s budget request. 

$200,000 for the Utah State Univer-
sity’s Space Dynamics Laboratory to 
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study gaseous emissions from agri-
culture operations, which was not in 
the administration’s budget request. 

$100,000 to study crop pollination by 
bees, Logan, UT, which was not in the 
administration’s budget request. 

$600,000 for the U.S. Dairy Forage Re-
search Center in Madison, WI, which 
was not in the administration’s budget 
request. 

$250,000 for shellfish and salmon re-
search, Franklin, ME, which was not in 
the administration’s budget request. 

$250,000 for the Great Lakes Aqua-
culture Center, Coshocton, OH, which 
was not in the administration’s budget 
request. 

$158,000 for cranberry research, Mas-
sachusetts. 

$1.4 million for potato research 
(State not listed). 

$453,000 for seafood safety research, 
Massachusetts; 

$4.1 million for shrimp aquiculture 
research in AZ, HI, MA, MS, SC, and 
TX. 

$780,000 for milk safety research at 
Pennsylvania State University, PA, 
which was not in the administration’s 
budget request. 

$170,000 for blackbird management in 
the State of Kansas, which was not in 
the administration’s budget request. 

It is worth noting what we are al-
ready doing to support our Nation’s ag-
riculture producers. Last year, Federal 
farm subsidies grew to more than $23 
billion despite near-record farm rev-
enue which reached $76 billion. While 
some of these farm programs make 
good fiscal sense, other have become 
alarmingly wasteful and counter-
productive. 

For example, The Washington Post 
recently exposed a USDA program, 
known as ‘‘direct and counter-cyclical 
payments,’’ that in 2005 paid out $1.3 
billion to farmers irrespective of high 
or low market prices or whether they 
grew any crops at all. This program 
was intended to be a temporary subsidy 
that would prop up farmers during poor 
market conditions, but the special in-
terests and the farm lobby convinced 
Congress to keep this unneeded pro-
gram, which has become perhaps the 
most abused farm subsidy in existence. 

The Washington Post also discovered 
that in 2002 and 2003, $635 million in 
drought assistance went to ranchers 
and dairy farmers whose livestock ex-
perienced mild or no drought at all. 
Thanks to strong lobbying by cattle 
growers, the Congress modified the 
payment requirements under the Live-
stock Compensation Program for 2002– 
2003, so that ranchers weren’t required 
to prove they suffered any actual 
losses. So long as a the disaster was de-
clared, the Government simply mailed 
checks to ranchers dependent only on 
the number of cattle they owned. 

In an offshoot of the USDA’s drought 
relief efforts, the Federal Government 
paid $34 million to compensate catfish 
farmers for feed they purchased during 
the 2002 drought year, even though feed 
prices were at a 10-year low. Much like 

the cattle program, catfish farmers 
were not required to prove they suf-
fered any losses. All they had to do was 
tell the USDA how much feed they 
bought that year. 

Who is at fault for this egregious 
waste? The farmer? The Department of 
Agriculture? In reality, both are the 
victims of bad policy. Unfortunately, 
the biggest victim is the taxpayer, and 
the blame rests with us, the Congress. 
Our current farm policy is riddled with 
waste. Yet we compound matters by 
furthering the out-of-control ear-
marking of pork. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the record copies of 
The Washington Post articles I cited: 
Farm Program Pays $.13 Billion to 
People Who Don’t Farm (July 2, 2006), 
No Drought Required For Federal 
Drought Aid (July 18, 2006), and When 
Feed Was Cheap, Catfish Farmers Got 
Help Buying It (July 18, 2006). 

It is difficult to overlook the $4.5 bil-
lion disaster assistance package that 
appropriators have attached to this 
bill. None of this funding under this ag-
ricultural title is included in the ad-
ministration’s request, and in fact, was 
strongly opposed by the administration 
when similar provision were added to 
the 2006 Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations bill. My colleagues may 
recall that the emergency supple-
mental faced a veto threat because of 
the billions of dollars in unrequested 
agriculture handouts appropriators 
were seeking. Fortunately these agri-
culture subsidies were removed in con-
ference, and the bill was finally en-
acted enabling crucial funding to reach 
our troops overseas. 

Let’s take a look at some of the pro-
visions in this latest Agriculture dis-
aster package: 

$1 billion in crop disaster assistance 
to compensate farmers for damage that 
occurred in 2005 due to weather. This 
also specifically applies to the Mormon 
cricket infestation in Nevada, and 
flooding in California, Hawaii and 
Vermont. 

$13 million to help ewe lamb farmers 
who have suffered populations losses. 

$6 million to owners of flooded crop 
and grazing land in North Dakota. 

$6 million to assist a sugarcane 
transportation cooperative in Hawaii. 

$100 million for grants to each State 
to promote specialty crop production. 

$1.7 billion in assistance to dairy 
farmers who suffered losses in 2005. 

This appropriations measure is not 
expected to receive any further action 
during this session of Congress. Instead 
of debating and passing our annual 
spending bills, our constitutional obli-
gation, we are resorting to passing con-
tinuing resolutions to maintain our 
government functions well into fiscal 
year 2007. This failure is partially be-
cause of our habit of earmarking. When 
members frantically look for appro-
priation bills as vehicles for pet 
projects and unrequested earmarks, the 
appropriation process becomes a game 
of ‘‘you vote for my pork, I’ll vote for 

yours.’’ This is the sad state of our ap-
propriations process, when we would 
rather postpone funding for critical 
programs for our farmers, soldiers, vet-
erans, seniors, and nearly everything 
until next year if it means our pork 
isn’t included this round. 

Again I want to make it clear that I 
support doing all that we can for the 
American farmer. Agriculture produc-
tion is part of the backbone of our 
great country. However, we do more 
bad than good by raiding the national 
treasury, and, in some cases other Ag-
riculture programs, to pay for pet 
projects that in many cases benefitl1l 
certain constituency which is not rep-
resentative of the larger needs of the 
farming community. 

f 

RETIREMENT OF JOHN TREZISE 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, as the 

chairman of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Sub-
committee, I wish to speak for a few 
moments about the coming retirement 
of one of the most dedicated public 
servants I have had the pleasure of 
knowing. Shortly after the first of the 
year, John Trezise will be leaving the 
Department of the Interior after 35 pro-
ductive years.. 

Since 1998, John has served as the Di-
rector of the Interior Department’s Of-
fice of Budget and for the 5 years be-
fore that as the Chief of the Office’s Di-
vision of Budget. In short, John has 
been ‘‘running the numbers’’ at the In-
terior Department for the past 13 
years. And I can vouch for the fact that 
during those years, no one has known 
more about the Department’s budget 
than John. He is, to put it bluntly, a 
walking ledger. 

John first got his start with the De-
partment in 1971 when he hired on as a 
young attorney in the Office of the So-
licitor. For a number of years, he was 
Assistant Solicitor for administrative 
law and General Legal Services, spe-
cializing in appropriations law issues. 

It is this legal background that has 
made John such an important asset to 
those of us on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. The guidance and counsel John 
has been able to offer our Members and 
our staff has been invaluable. It is no 
exaggeration to say that without his 
help, we would have been, if not lost, at 
least temporarily delayed in getting 
our appropriations bill done each year 
on time and within our budget. 

As he prepares to leave the Depart-
ment, I wish to take this opportunity 
to say thank you to John Trezise for 
all he has done and to let him know 
that he will be sorely missed by the 
members of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as the 
ranking member of the Interior appro-
priations subcommittee, I wish to join 
my colleague from Montana in extend-
ing our congratulations and our best 
wishes to John Trezise as he prepares 
to leave Federal service. 

Each spring, the Interior Sub-
committee holds a budget hearing to 
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